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An overview of the systems analyéié approach to
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oy evaluation and the Psychometric models currently proposed
to evaluate ESEA Title I projects is presented. ' It is
argued that, in America's Pacificiposses§ions, the sole S

 use of the systems analysis approach %to. evaluation fails

to provide adequate informatiqn to questions of cén%ral

"importance. for Erglish-second-language program develépment.‘

In this particular setting, the proposed models, altﬂough
well researched and considerably refineé in recent years,
are often inappropriate, difficult to implegent correctly,
and due fo the cost factor may actually detract from
program quality. A furthe}'complicating factor is the
lack 6f adequate inétruments (tests)‘for the models to be
validly implemented. Reasons for these problems are
. detailed and an alternative model and some possible
solutions to the instrumentétiOn groblem are suggested. )
The paper recommends that allowanée be made for a wider
variety of/eValuation apbroacheg,?ﬂ the final Title I.
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EVALUATION XODE IL§ AND INSTRUMENTATION: - . i

PROBLEhS FOR TITLD(i IN AKERICA'S PACIFIC POSS“SSIONS
v v

Richard B.' Baldauf, Jr. - . .
James Cook University of North Queensland :

The systems _andlysis approéch (McTaughlin, 1975) is ;

. ‘one of* a numberfﬂf strategies which have been proposed *

for ahd used in educational program evaluation (i.e.

. Worthen and Sanders, 1973). It is’ particularly 1mportant

however in the Amerigan context because "it has served
as the major evaluation perspectlve in the Jnlted States
Department of Health, Educatlon and delfare since about

1965 (House, 1977, p.1)." In recent years, a particular
subset of evaluation straéegies haé been developing within
the general systems analysis framework, and these models

may soon become the required evaluation and reporting

methods for all Elementary and Secondary EduCatlon Act

(ESEA) Title I projects. These proaectsk which focus on :
compensatory instruction in the basic sk?ll areas of

.

reading and mathematics, involve large scale funding of

—~

programs in most of the 50 states and in America's

" Pdcific’pdssessions. Thus, the potential widespread use

of the prOposed models and their imnllcations for Drogram
eValuation make them ones with which provram managers

and.evaluatops should be famlllar.

i
i

The Systems Analysis Approach

Aysystem analysis approach to evaluation is based

on relating quantitative output measures, usually test

N
L> .
AN ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘




o "ecores, %o program differences (House, 1977). This has /

most dftentbeen acéomplished through the use 6f correc-

— - -
« tional techniques, but increasingly has involved the use -

;f expe;gmental design (i.e. Marco, Murphy & Quirk, 1976). \
céhe key cpncepts in the systems analysis approach as put '
forward by its leading prébonent Alice ﬁ. Rivlin (1971)
,wmﬂmw*gwhﬁffwfmhamﬁwbeén~summarizgd by Ho#se (1977,p.8) as folléws: &

- Key deéisions will be made by higher
governmental levels. . “

- The end of evaluation is.efficiency in the
production of social seérvices.

- The only true.knowledge is a production
function spec&fying stable relationships
between educational inputs and outputs.

- The only'way to such knowledge is throuzh
experimental methods and statistical tech-
niques. i

. - It is possible to agree on goals and on a ]
1 few output measures. ’
¥ - There is a diréct parallel between oroduction
in social services and in manufacturing.
' The same techniques of analysis will apply.

The aim of the evaluation process in the systems
‘ - \ )
analysis 'approach is to provide generaligations that will

hold- in various circumstancés. Large samples-are required,
. A ’ ]
both to detail the range of circumstances, and to rid the .

final production function of idiosyncracies. The final

-
-~ ..

product will enable the major c¢ansumers of evaluatfon,
the, managers and adminiatratorS'Bf governmental programs,

. to produce social services more ‘effectively (House, 1977).

Background to the Title I Ivaluation System

Title I of ESEA eurrently provides over 42 billion . .

annually ta edﬁcational agencies, serving approximately. .

Q " * ‘ (‘
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9 million students in‘argas'wig; concentrations of childrer )

from low income families, to provide remedial services in
< M (94 »

basic skills. Although thq&repoftiﬁ% procedures for such

grants provided for appropriate objective measurement to -

be submitted on at least an annual basis, many Of the
reﬁorts submitted at the fedéral level have shqwm a\"iadgw
6fscompar§biiity --- and of?en validity‘a-- of the d;éa

in them (Anderson, 1977, D.2) . Thé‘need for betﬁeg‘
evaluafion,proceduresrwas further documenteé Qy'a,liteﬁa-,

ture search which -

A
PR

encompassed some 2,000 projects, all of which
had received some form of "offigial recog-

- . nition for success. Of the 2,000, only six
.could be found which, unde? closge scrutiny,
.were able to meet the selection‘’criteria

'Y - of effectiveness, cost. availability and

replicability established for'this search.

]

Most discouraging, however, was the fact
- that not one of, the evaluations provided |,
i+ -~ acceptable evidence resarding project success
" or failure.. In all cases, problems in con-
du¢ting and reporting the evaluations rendered
'« the results inconclusive (Horst, Tallmadge &

WOQd, 1974, 1"'2)0

., In an effort to insure a greater degree of aécount-
ability; the United-States Congqess bassed section 151
of fthe Title' I Act in August,19%4.$%igder this section
the:Un%t%d States Office of Educat#¥h (USOE) was rquired )

to'igplement a SN -
-~ ~

complete evalyation program: condudt

» evaluations, upgrade evaluation activities
at other aduinistrative levels so- that
reported data are comparable, use those
data t0 --- among other things --- identify
especially effective instructional practices,
and disseminate information about those
practices  (Anderson, 1977, p.3). 2

> 2

Under this legislative mandatej a series of contracts

were awarded to the RHC Corporation. The first provided

s
(%) . <,
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for a review .of Title I progranm efdluatiqn,‘recommended
common reporting practices and checked on the feaéibility
of’ the resuﬁting suggestions with a small sample of . .
administFators. and evaluators (Game1;~Tal}médéé)>Wood;

and Binkley, 1975).*.The second involved all states and

territories and.some local school districts in a discussion

of a prototype system and its implications ‘%'ﬁhbse'
settings (Bessey,\ﬁos%h,'Chiang, and Tallmadge, 1976).
Prom these discussions have emerged three structured
‘evaluation models, with the"provision fo; the use of
other models if they can proviﬁe.comparable dataﬂ The

system is exPected to allow for "the aggregation of

unbiased, project-valid estimates of the effects of .

Title I servicesy ... expressed in a common metric to

>

make such‘agéregation possible‘(Anderson,\1977, p.11)."‘
Besides providing for aggreéation, the system is expected

to be useful to identify especially effective educational,
. . 4
programs, to facilitate the monitoring and guidande of
¢ - . . .
programs, and to help upgrade evaluation activities,

~ "Hence, our hopes‘for.the systgﬁ'are that decision makers

at all levels will find benefits from its use (Anderson,
1977, p.13)." Local education authoritie (LEA's) are
expected ‘to begin implemen%atién of thesg¢ models in the

1979-1980 school year.

L]
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The Evalﬁat%on.xddelS'
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3

The évaluatian models fiyst appeared in Oc@pber 1974

as an RMC report entitled ﬁeaSuring Achievement Gains in'
’ . }
Educational Projects (Horst, et.al, 1974)s The Government

?rinting Office veréidn‘is reported to .hdve sold over 8000
. . . ) o . -
7 - . . * 'C )
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cdpies durlng its flrst year in print (Anderson, 1977)

As indicated in the preceedlng sectlon, three models have

z

been selected‘from this 1n1t1a1 report ‘and further ‘refined -

for use with Title I projects.

‘These designs are: IModel A, the Norm-
Referenced todel; Liodel.B, the Condlrol
"Group Xodel; and Hodel C, the Special
Regression Lodel Further flexibility
ig afforded in that each design has
variations to accomodate the use of
: either normed achievement tests (liodels
. A1, B1 and C1),0r tests for which norma-
tive data are not available (Lodels A2
Bz, and c2) (raTImadge & Viood, 1976)

»
4 ¥

Model 4, the Horm-Referenced Model, assessesS gain
by comparing the pre- and .posttest percentile status o£
svudents either directly with national norzns (Lodel A1)
or indirectly by using the equipercentile method to
equate non-normed test scores'with a normed test given
at the same time as the pretest (Model A2). In addition,

* the model requlres that (a) pre~-posttesting must occur

on the empirical normatlve dates, (b) the same;level and

form of the test must be used for pre- and posttests, anc‘"

(c) pretestlng must otcur after project sample selectlon

to avoid regression effects (Tallmadge et gl, 1976).

Model B, the éontroI'Group Model requires that pre-

posttest data’ be collected at the Same Jtime for both the
Tltle I treatment and for/tﬂe random or "random 1n~
effect", controi groups. /‘Post hoc matching procedures
are not allowed, but either an analysis of covarlance

(assumlnc ran de a881gnment) or a standardized- galn-score

method of adJustment (assumln? dlfierent populatlons) may .

be used to adjust for pre ~-test differences. 1In addltlon,

»
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all supplementary 1£;t ctional services must be w1thheld
from’the eomnarlson group. Although teetlng dates are # .
flexible and dlfgerent tésts or levels of the same test
may be used, the treatmen group must take a natlonaliy ‘
normed test gometime during the year (Tallmadge et al,
1976). . /

" Model ., the Special Regression‘Lodel,- incorporates
two different evaluation designs, the regre931on dlSCOn- /
tlnuallty de91gn (Campbell and Stanley, 1963) and.:;e
regresgion-projection design (Horst et al, 1974). Pre-

8
testing must include the entire group from which the °

4

treatment ‘and comparison groups will be formed. Students

are assigned to the treatment group only on the basis ofa

the pretest cut off score whlle comparison group students ..

may not receive any spe01a1 instructional services. Care -,

must be taken not to remove slow or disrupti;e students

as this may invaliéate the evaluation process. Ideally

about 50 treatment and 100 comparlson pupils should be

used to implement the -model. The treatment group must

take a nationally normed test eemetime during the year.

However, dlf;erent pre- posttests may be used if uhey

correlate highly ( 40 or better) (Tallmadge et al, 1976),
The models discussed in the proceedlng paragraphs

are recommended for lmplementatlon "in a hierarchy based

on technical, desirability" (Lodel B, then Model C, theh

Yodel A), however "choosing a model will always involve

making trade offs between technical and 3ractica1 consider-

ations (Tallmadge et aly 1976, p.19)." Flgure 1 summarlzes

thg}models and 1ndlcates the key de0151en p01nts for

/




Finally, regardless of the model selected, the

resu{%s are converted to Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE's)
to provide for comparisons acrogs.Pitle I projects. This
last point is important because it emphasizes the under-

lying systéms analysis basis of the evaluation'systeh

which is outcome rather than process oriented particularly
at ‘the project level. The system's originators however
take the point of view that ...

the data called for by the proposed system’
will do more than provide evidence regarding
overall effectiveness of the Title I program.s
The system will permit 2nalysis of broject-
leygl relationships among cost, achiexement
galns, hours of intervention, grade levels, ,
instructor pupil ratios, and initial degree
of'educational need. It will, then, enable
investigation of most of the major and minor
concerns expressed by educatioral policy
makers interviewed, during Phase. I of the study
(TalImadge et al, 1976, p.12 - draft version).

Applying the Models in America's Pac'ific Possessions

The work discussed thus far represents an impressive
job of synthesizing empirical evaluation designs and
detailing models for a wide variety of evaluation nggds.
Undoubtedly, evaluation has developed to a point where
attempts at‘synthesié shéulé be enéoubaged (ge ;/
1977). Certainly, the need for a wider varidty of valid
and comparable evaluation studieﬁ'is evident. ‘préyer,,
tb make thé evaluation models discusked in the proceediﬁg
paragraphs mandatory for all égencieshﬁh wish to receive’

L)
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C Question 1
+ Can an Appro-

¢

’

Question 2
Are Model B

~

]

— priate Control—2&3! Requirements |4&8
‘Group be ~ . Feasible, ‘
1 Found? . Acceptable? |.°
' No No
& .
Question 3 . Question 4
/> - Are Enough Are lodel C
‘ Pupils Avail{ies y Requirements
able for - Feasible,
Implementing Acceptable?
— Model C?
' No No
. ‘ “ .
N
Question 5
Are liodel A
' quuiﬂements‘
Feasible,
Acceptable?

W

No

Figure 1. Decisipon tf¥e for selecting an evaluation model.

4

Tallmadge .et al, 1976, p.20)

[Sub%

(Adapted from

»

. National
Noxrms

Non-
.Normed-

Noxrms
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Trtle Isfunding, évén if none of ¢he‘uodels ij.approoriatea
is not only bureaucratlc mlsmanagement but 1ntroduces'
error, 1n the form of 1nva11d summary results, into the
aggrevatlon system which is central *to, tne proposed‘
system. .This in turn undermines the usefulness and
validity of generallzatlons obtalned The following ~
sections attempt to Valldate the‘hyoothesls that none
of the models as they stand 1s& normally. aporooriate for . '
eValuatlng Title I English- second language programs in"

America's Paclflc terrltorles., A N S ey
. : 'f? . ' ‘@? 1

o ‘ .
Selection of A liodel i ’
g

In the Pacific island settlnv where schools tené/

to be small, where communltles .even w1th1n a culture are

, relatively unlque, where communlcatuon is dlfflcult, and

b
‘where the maJorlty of students only begin to study and

speak English when they come to school, the evaluator

has few options when it comes to model selectlon. This

statement becomev clearer when the five questlons (see

Figure 1) posed to aid in the selection of an evaluatlon V

model are rcv1ewed.

1+ Cdn a sultable control grouo he found° Because

of community differences, cultural dlrferences, different

degrees of exposure to the Engllsh language -and to western

/
culture, and the fact that there are only a small number

A}

of schools, usually with one class to a crade, it is

difficult to find control groups except in a few of the:

i

larger, malnly secondary schools, .

2. Can the reouiremonts imposed by liodel B be met

-and are they accentable? 1In the few cases where a°

1< :




breatmént and control group selected hh the same manner
can. be found, the use of hodel B is often not approprlate

because of the requirement-that gtudents in the control

grous\may.not receive any supplementary "instructional

services. In most cases, students in America's Pacific .

' gf'geggogngghoo%f“areuinvol&edAinrone or.mere--compensatory

. . {." 7
: programs. In American Samoa for examﬁle' all stidents

students, were involved in Title I ESL procrams.

=Y .

gimilarity of blllngual and some Title III program'

‘use of- liodel B, These group dlfferences and the oroblems-
@émgmogram overlap make it dlfflcult to meet the requlre-
ments necessarj fof the control grouo evaluatlon strategy

to be lmplemented g%

3, Are there enouvh oartlcloents and non-oartlcloantg“

at each 7rade level to enable 1molementatlon of lodel Cc?

Adequate numbers are a problem to some degree with thls
. e

”rapproach partlcularly at the elementary schdol level. .
Since students must be assigned based_on pretest scores
to eiiher the treatment or control group, students must
come\froﬂ)ohe school so that a‘rearraﬁgement of classee« ?

is poeéible; Small, one class per grade, schools are

thereby effectlvely excluded from Title I provrams an&

v ad

) the problem of over testlng and multlple program inter-

. action is increased in the larger schools., .
2

4. Can the requirements imposed by Kodel C be met,

and are they acceoﬁ%@leV Although thls Model C has been

used as the best avallable in the 01ncumstances for
ﬂ‘

eValuatlon in the.Trust Ierrltory, it has some of the

» : . . 1’\ ) "" ’,
. ,u . . ‘.‘
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same problemg as'Modél B. In particular, itéhay be

difficht to meet the reoylrement that a11 compeneatorys .

serv1ces he w1thhe1d fron the’ control. group.

-

]
S5e" Can the'*eoulrements 1mposed by. QQ el A be met

*

. and are tﬁéy apceotab1e° hodel A requlres the admlnls-'. 1

’ mg;n ol cast one apprOprJ,ate normed refez‘enced _ t_ "o
tesp. ¥ curreﬁtly are no nqrm-referenced tests

-a%ailabiesrg EST students and so the lodel can not be

valldly Lmolemented The gquestion of vaer.tests is one
which applie§, of course, to all the models and because .
of its.importance will be examined in detail in a separate

section.

. -

'Implementatlon Problems . . ’

Although the use of one of the models is/will be

"a Title I evaluation requlrement, it is only in rare

circumstances that any of the models may be used in .
America's Pacific possessions vAlidly without violating
some major evaluation design & sumption.;)Thue, without
even considering the problem of what to do to obtain '
valid }nstrumentation, it is difficult to find an
appropriate Title I evaluation design.

The use of the models and their proper 1mp1emente;10n
is further complicated by the fact that the .Pacific
territories have,unique problems when comparﬁd to other
Title I programss These include vast distaﬁoes, few
trained personnel, high staff turnover, moreilimited

access to external consultepts, and higher charges for 4

evaluationmmaterials and services. These problems are

compounded by the Title I programs' comparatively small

1<
-
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A o budg;zs, based on‘small numbers of puoil! served.
| Madden (1976) has p01nted out some of theégotentlal
implementatlon problems 1nherent in the models and has
emphasized the need for greater training and support

[ 4

programs by - the USOs.

~

-~

Local Horms

. ) It \

It might be argued that many of the above, probplems
can be solved by using tests with local norms. Although
thls is a step in the rlght direction in-'some - respects,

it does not help the evaluator to flnd a valfd model since
odr prev1ous analysls has shown that - the models are .
usually invalid. regardless of the type of testlng selected.
Furthermore, to use this approach it is neceSsary to
glve a "natlonally normed test" in order to implement

any of the three models (Tallmadge et al, 1976, p.t4).

Ag we shall see, ther# are no valid natlonally normed
ts for use with ESL students, and so on the'basis'of

. current test availability, it ig not‘posslble to,

correctly implement any of the models using local norms.

v . y A
. -

An'Alternative llodel . o

A

For program evaluation to be va11d, project students
must be comparable to control students or to norms for
~— . students with gimilar characteristics.. For the ESL
students, tbgﬁsmeans they must be compared with‘studehtsig'
sith.second language backgroaods. There are few such
- gtudents in Ameriean standardized test norming samples.
Further, there is some ev1dence to indicate that ESL

students in Amerlca g Pacific terrltorles have weaker

;x ‘ ) ! ' 10




. e .
PARNE English lan"uage skllls than Natlve Aﬂerlcan ESL students '
' in ‘the States (Baldauf, 1978), due perhaps to the fact
that there is 1ess Opportunlty for and need to use
English in Pq01fuc cultural settlngsﬁﬁ Thus Pacific )
«, i8land chlldren“§ llngulsﬁlc ‘needs agg problems are not

o comparable to the majorlty of Title I students.

. "*These “factors suggest the need for a nQW'model which
allows for these problems. I would propose the use of
the Local Normns Model whlch follows Iiodel A and 1s the

. o simplest of the evaluation models t6 implement. The

Local Horms Hodel,would use as a standard of oomoarlson

1oca11y developed norms based on representatlve samoles

of the relevant porulation. Such an approeoh would allow o
evaluation model- assumptions to be met and would remove

- the-requireﬁeht to compare second language students to
first language norms.' Program eValuatlon would be greatly

gimplifiedrand student ‘projress would be heasured against

an apprOprlaxe standhrd.

. Meeting Additional Evaluati®n Néeds

I believe a Local Norms llodel would haVe addltional

p ’ beneflts as well. ﬁSL prﬁgrams, .such® as those in the
Trust Territory deVelopeg\to meet the unigue heéds. of '
. ' sma11’ cultural groups, requlre detalled reedback on "houﬂ
and "why" a program has,succeeded or faLIed, if adjust-

> ments to the program aré to be de and lf the standard

- _ of education 1s to be- imprvved. The systems ana1y31s
Vg model which Anderson (1977) and’ Lalmadge, et al (1976)°
¢ . »
- conolude provide useful’ results £or-program managers,

does not, from my own experlence prov1de the data

Q B . 7
Rl - o 16 T




necessary to, improve ESL provrams. hayer (1975) ~Oes

)

further than this to suggest that the standardlzed

t

‘-testing necessary to the sJetems analysls model nas

¢

tended to.divert: attentlon fronm tne theoretlcal problems

¥ in readlng and lessen the elfectlveness of comoensatory

edixcation, The ~yste"\s analvsLs approach has little :

P

S reT LOT tHe theoTretical Issues on whlch learning AN

J
depends. Rather, it concentrates on collectlng produc~

’

tion llke results useful for governmental ammlnlstrators

‘who need to know "if" a program is worklng, vfor wvhon'",

Ed

and at what.cost, ) s o
I believe the Local Jorms m;&el would provide the
USOE'Qlth the comparable data ‘necessary to mé%sure the
» effectlveness of; Title I ESL programs. In additicn, the
simplified data collectlon and analysls pro%edures and
Y ab111ty to use relevant local tests would provide
addltlonal time and resourges necessary to undertake.the
N// formatlve evaluatlon act1v1t1es required for orogram
v, improvement. However, the 1molementatlon of this approach
to evaluation deoends directly on development of adequate,

‘locally normed tests. - ' g >

* Test Selection/Construction '

-

The problem of instrumentation is a difficult one
v for progjam evaluation in general., Tallmadge and Horst,
" two of the _researchers nost responsible for the current
Title I evaluatlon guldellnes 1ndicate that instrumen--‘

- . tation, the.selection of valid measures of achievement,

” PR 9 . .
.

<

" esels currently the weakest link in the
-educational evaluation chain. Until it

1
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- is strengthened, the information availaxble
for making policy decisions will -continue ..
to be of marginal utility (1977, p,14) .

»

The problem is even greater in the Trust Terrltory
because of the lack of valid ESL tests. 4 number of ;
' approaches to the selection and deé¥elopment of. valld

measures of achievement'are possible and eath of these

.

.

alternatives will'be examined in .turn. '

. 'Standard;zed ESL Tests

J [

Buros (1974) in Tests in Print. II llsts 14 Engllsh

. forelgn language tests. kLost are clearly intended as P

' measures o% unlverslty entrance English language -
proficiency. Although tests like the Kichigan Test of -
English Language Proflclency (D1v1s10n of Testing and
Certlfrcation, English Language Instltuue, 1962) might )

//be useful for evaluatlng upper level high school programg
if appropriate local norms were developed (Baldauf, 978},
the tests are generally too Specialized and’gpo rest)
to provide ready made solutions to ESL testing probleis

Except as noted above, they probably are most useful

as examples of vhat has and can be done in ESL testlng.

Norm-Referenced Tests ) -

A wide variety oﬂ-norm—referenced tests are- avallable

'/ from test publishers. TherGates MacGlnltle (Gates and

Ay

-Gardner, Rudman, and Kelly," 1964, Baldauf and Reupena),

1973) and the SRA Achlevement tests (SRA, 1973) among <

others have been used extenslvely in the Pacific region

to evaluate- programs. These ‘tests which were designed

O g

Ao -

riotedt

Te

MacGinltle, 1972), the Stanford Achievement Test (Madden, :

’

-




for first language students studying a stateside currfculum,

~7 are too dlfflcult for “SL students when given at grade

o

v

level. Lhe practice has been adopted of giving tgé tests.

at a hlgher grade leveI than the ‘one for which they were.

\

norped. "This practice has had several detrifiental effects:

In particular, curriculum cdntent is usually inapprOpriate

due to improper test level. There is-also the problem of e
inproper comparlson and- 1nterpretat10n of the fest

results, in Whlch ESL Pacific Island Chlldren are compared
with inappropriate (in age, grade and currlculum) state-

side test norms. . - ] : 8
Stateside noém reference tests do have g place in

iw"‘

. Paeific island programs. Properly used they can serve .

ing gulde for students wishing to enter

stateside educatlonal programs., They are not however, ' .
ppropriate instruments td evaluate ESL brograus. In

ct many norm-é}ferenced'tests may not be valid evalu-
ation.measures for, Title'l program students. Dohexrty
(1977) in a restandardization study of the California
AchleVenent Test, concluded that the use of CTB scores
led to improbable conclusions about ESAA students which -
were rectified when the test scores were rescaled. He
further suggests that it is likely that these problems
"will be encountered in the use of any norms that have
not been -based specifiCally‘on-disadvantaged, low'

achieving students.(p.31) " ' : "y

ﬁocally Desipned Psyvchometric Tests

LY . .
One of the ways to tackle the problem of the lack

of appropriate tests would be to follow the ‘example of

!
. L4 1 \f\‘
e v
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‘local currlcqum ObJthlves.‘ This is a complex process.
‘are’ available ‘in Baldauf and Dunn-Rankir (1973) and' the
- Unlverslty of Hawa11 Reports (i.e. Chln-Chance, Norton,

_ speclflcally deslgned for ESL students’at the secordary x'.

and Dorn, 1977) td\prov1de an appropriate ZSL tegt for

' metrlcly based tests is an 1nvolVed process Teguirfing

rconsiderable out§1de expertlse and locad effort to

o " -
# . <.

Amerlcan?Sanoa and develOp pSJchometrlc tests based on

The details of design oftthe~test'development program‘

v

results and samole tests are aVallagle in-a serles of
Rechebe1 and Bail, 1975) Another example of ° 2 tegt

level is the nngllsh Structures Test (Catling.and' Gobert,
1973). However, to be useful for program evaluatlon, -

these tests would need to have local norms based on a

7
]

representatlve sample developed for them. A progect 1s

cur}ently undervay in Salpan to evaluate and norm the

Marlanas Test ‘of hngllsh Achlevement (mTDA) (Kllngbergs

intermediate level ESL students (Baldauf and Annesle},
1977). Viork in 'this drea could beﬁsimplified by sta tz
from the Samoan tests already avallable.

”

Experlence has shown that the development offﬁfyc o

complete. Depénd ing on how it 'is done, it may reoulre (
con81derable expense and demands expert ESL and evalu-
at;on staff familiar with loca conditions to produce

adequ#te-results.

Local Yorms for Standardized Tests

Another approacn to the problem would involve the

'selectlon of the most approprlate norm- referenced tests

available for use as they are except that loc¢al norms’

'

A4
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. -
-

would be developed on a representative samble basts for

‘,//

the population to be eﬁ?luafed. A study of hlgh “school

3

students in Amerlcan Samoa in which correlatlons between

Engllsh classroom grades over four years and‘L uP'scores

) ' were examlned suggests l.hat tl?ls procesg! may be a valid

,'one (Baldauf 1978). SR
; . It would be much, cheaper and;quiqkerttﬁan developing

the psychometrically based tests mentioned in the.previous

secf;oﬁ. Doherty's (1977) Restandardization Study

provides an exaﬁp%e of how it ceuldrbe dene?‘ The
irritating factor of having obvio;ely inappropriate

ifems in the,test, in’fermS’pf calture, could be controlled
o « * by not incldding these items in the raw scorescn1whicP

norms were .based. \

L4

CLOZE Tests - ' - .
' * 7 _ A final approach to developing valid achievement
o ééésureé.fqr DSL‘students)is'the use of CLOZE tests.
CLOZE ﬁeeﬁs: which are based on the concept'of‘%he
student eupplying words which have beeﬁ deleted from
;eading‘passages, have been successfully used to assess
- reading ability of ESL studen@s in Papqg-Hew Guinea and -
inVSIngago}e (Apdereon, 1976), and with SSL entrants to
; American Universities (Hisama, Lewis and ”oeﬁlke; 1977).
‘ ‘Baldauf and Propst (1978) nave exterded the use of CLOZE
tests to lower Elementary school ESL children. In - ’
Australla, two tests bdsed on the CLOZE procedure, the
GAP Readlng Comprehen ioh Tests (lcLeod, 1967).for ﬁse'

with Grades 4 - 7, and the GAPADOL Reading Comprehension

\. Test, (McLeod andlAndefsbn, 1972) for grades 8 and 9 have

ERIC Y N
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LI . ., - .

Iy gained acceptance, -
Locally normed CLOZZ tegts could be falrly qulckly,

N ! developed and have the advanéabe of belng easy to make

culturally relevant, Lhey have the dlsadvadt g5e however
A.,,

of being rather.speelf;cally related to reading:achieve-‘ﬁ'

~ <

« . ment- : : o

-,

.+ Summary - .« 7

F * v, . ' . '
. X This paper has briefly reviewed the problems of

. . Pitle' I evaluation in America's Pacific possessiens.

. ' : L 3

It has examined the systems ‘approach to evaluation, the
weaknesses of the moéels proposeé to evaluate Title I .
. programs and has suggested the eaaption of a "local
. . norms model" for program evaluation. Several approaches? +°'
to instrumentatlon were also dlseussed as a basis for
",/ 1 implémenting the local norms model. It is suggested N

N that specific decisions about the best instrumentation

for the Trust Territory cen oniy be decided in congul-

tation with lgcal educators and must be based op local

needs, and priorities,
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